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HATE VER reputation the adverſaries 

of our faith may have of late years 

gained amongſt the unlearned and unthink- 
ing, amongſt thoſe, who, from their habits of 
life, muſt neceſſarily take. their religious prin- 
ciples upon authority, as Well as thoſe, who, 
from want of due pains, do voluntarily lend 
themſelves in matters of ſuch high importance 
to opinions unexamined, the great doctrines 
of our Religion have certainly within the 
ſame period reaped much advantage in point 
of argument from the talents and erudition of 
thoſe, whoſe exertions have been called forth 
in its defence. | 
The Divinity of our Lord that great prin- | 


ciple, upon which the primary benefits of 
Chriſtianity depend, ſeems particularly to juſ- 
Wy this Ap For 3 our Lord hath 
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his Godhead, which drew from St. Peter ſo 
early and decided a declaration of it, and 
from St. Thomas ſo ſudden and explicit an act 
of adoration ; though this doctrine of the 
Apoſtles has been received and ayowed by 
the uninterrupted voice of the Cathohc 
Church ; yet within the ſpace of a century 
have its proofs been multiplied, and its evi- 
dences illuſtrated from Scripture, in propor- 
tion to the pains taken by ſome, to refute, to 
confound,' or to obſcure this truth. | 

It is obſervable likewife, that Religion bath 


received another material advantage, though 


indirectly, from the ſame quarter. 

The prevailing eagerneſs to decry all myſ- 
tery, and the popular practice of releafing the 
unlearned and unwary from an obligation to 


give credit to any propofition upon teſtimony, 


Where the matter of the propoſition is beyond 


their comprehenſion, have rendered it a duty in 
thoſe, who would preſerve their own faith invi- 
olate, or maintain the influence of any kind of 
religion in the minds of mankind at large, to 
ſubmit the nature, the extent and province, 


or what would now be called by ſome the 


Rights, of human reaſon to a conſtant and re- 
peated examination. And the refult of this 


examination hath been univerſally and uni- 


formly with every wiſe atid fober inquirer, 
: that 


1 8 5 | 
| that ſo far as regards Revelation, or any ſyſ- 
Ne tem aſſuming that title, if it - contradict not 
thoſe firſt principles, which are themſelves the 
very means and meaſures, by which we are to 
judge of any religious propoſition, the buſineſs 
of Reaſon is ſimply to decide upon the evi- 
; dences offered in proof of its divine original, 
to judge of the authenticity of the writings 
olaiming divine authority, and to apply to 
ö them the obvious and ordinary means of in- 
terpretation. But that when its congruity 
i with thoſe firſt principles, the proofs of its 
N divine original, the authenticity of the vo- 
lame, and the fenſe and meaning of its pages 
a are once thus carefully aſcertained, and ſatiſ- 
> factorily determined, by the due uſe of our 
) reaſon; the Truth and Conſiſtency. of the 
4 doctrines contained therein follow ex hypo- 
1 theſi: becauſe they are. contained" in a revela- 
1 tion from God. 
y 70 Io ſit in judgment, therefore, apo theſe 
f 
) 


* circumſtanced, is evidently to ſit in judg- 
ment upon the truth and conſiſtency of what 
God has been pleaſed to declare expreſsly by 
a revelation. To doubt of propoſitions ſo 
offered, is to doubt upon the matter of the 
revelation acknowledged to be divine. But 
as this is that kind of abſurdity which per- 
r cannot n to take place actu- 
x g ally 
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propoſitions were proved to be divine. And 


it, whether juſtly or unjuſtly, to be impoſſible, 
no proof, however binding and irrefragable, 


| [4] 
ally in the mind of any man; the doubt will 
be found really to revert upon ſome one or all 
of the ſteps in the argument, by which the 


indeed the plain fact is, that when reaſon has 
deliberated on a propoſition, and determined 


can produce conviction. The general queſ- 
tion, therefore, with infidels of every deſcrip- 
tion, is exactly concerning what ſhall bs 
deemed ſo far impoſſible as to be incapable of 
proof by any evidence whatever. We ſay, 


and I truſt we ſay wiſely and truly, that it is 
no vindication of unbelief, that propoſitions 


being above human conception, or compre- 
henſion, have a ſeeming incompatibility, when 
compared one with another : that, if they 
are proved, by the ordinary and legitimate 


rules of ſound reaſon, to come from God, 


they muſt be received implicitly as ſuch in 
the form in which they are offered to us: 
and that, if we are imperfectly informed, what 


relation they bear to each other, we are no- 


where required to reconcile the difficulties 
attending them when ſo compared. | 


Indeed the attempt to reconcile difficulties 
in matters above our co ion, is more 


than we. think neceſſary in ſome truths, 


which, 
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Us] 
which, whether derived from Reaſon or Re- 
velation, are yet generally admitted. 
Who, for inſtance, endeayours to reconcile 
the apparent contrariety between the neceſ- 
ſity of a firſt cauſe and the impoſſibility, as 
it regards our conceptions, of a ſelf- exiſtent 
Being? Or who ſees not the neceſſity; of ac- 
ane an Almighty Creator? Vet the 
power of creating every thing out of nothing 
is to us perſectly incomprehenſible. From 
whence we may ſee how little we have the 
means of judging what is really impoſſible in 
matters which lie above our conception, and 


how little, as ſober Philoſophers, we can in 


matters of Revelation juſtify doubts founded 
in the difficulties ariſing from the ſubject mat- 
ter of the propoſition. offered to our belief. 
For as every thing poſſible is credible upon 
good teſtimony, ſo is every thing poſſible even 
in our conceptions, of which we do not. ſee 
the clear and direct impoſſibility, which we 
can do only in ſubjects of which we have 
a competent knowledge. To refuſe therefore 
our aſſent upon this ground to any propoſi- 
tion claiming the authority of Revelation, 
may be to reſiſt a clear and direct teſtimony 
of what is no way impoſſible; or rather, to 
reſiſt the evidence of Teſtimony relating to 


matters in themſelves incomprehenſible, is to 


bs an reſiſt 


[ 6 ] 
reſiſt proof of what can be no way _ 
bable. 5 

For e an Vnicy of ſubſtance, And 
a Trinity of Perſons in the» Divine Na- 
ture, are both objects of Faith; both the di- 
coveries not of reaſon, but of Revelation. 
Suppoſe them propoſed to us without the 
authority of Revelation, the one could only be 
proved to be probable, the other could in no 
way be proved to be improbable. If there- 
fore they are communicated with equal clear - 
neſs in Scripture, they are equally intitled to 
our belief upon the ground of Teſtimony: 


and to deny one upon the ſame evidence 


upon which we admit the other, is not ſimply 
inconſiſtent, and to be vindicated: u upon no 
principle of reaſon whatever; but it is to ſet 
aſide one great purpoſe of Revelation, which 


has been to communicate to us truths, which 


otherwiſe we could never have known, as 
having no diſcernible connection _ der or- 
dinary courſe of nature. 

It may ſeem ſtrange that the friends of Re- 
ligion have not been more upon their guard 
againſt this kind of inconſiſtency in prin- 
ciple : yet it is to be regretted, that they have 


too often overlooked the obvious acceptation 


of Scripture, in order to modify the relations, 
which the Perſons in the Divine Nature bear 
| to 


J. 
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to each other, in hopes of gaining a readier 
aſſont to the real truths of Revelation. 

Wich this view exactly it is, that a learned 
and reſpectable Writer, Who contends ſtrenu- 
ouſly for the congluſjon, hat Jeſus “ is God, 
e becauſe he is declared to be the Son of God, 
Web adopted the hypotheſis, tot, the term 


made fleſh, and therefore that the Word 
“was not neceflarily the Son; an hypotheſis, 
by which he conceives,* if it may be admitted, 
many difficulties will be removed ; but 
one, in fact, which is in other words to deny 
the doctrine of the Eternal Generation of the 
Son, a doctrine, which, he ſays $, favours the 
cauſe of Arianiſm ;. for if it is true „he adds, 
7 then Chriſt was always, as being a \ Son, ſub- 
« oxdznate.and inferior ta the Father; then was 
he always alſo, as having the Divine Nature 
« by Neceſſity, an inferior, ſubordinate God, 
** which, he apprehends, was the, doctrine, of 
« Arjus ||.” It were cafy to oppoſe a variety af 
anſwers to this mode, of reaſoning, which, far 
re b e f he erg e f 
Charles qwtrey, M. A. London, 1794. P. 118. 

+ P. 39. : P. 38. 9 P. 185. 4 

I Mr. Hawtrey does not, [.apprebeid; ance that Us doc- 


trine of Arius allowed Chriſt to have had the Divine —_— 
Neceffity, but only that he was an inferior and ſubordinate 
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from removing many difficulties,” would 
increaſe the number. I will only remark, that 
whoſoever of neceflity partakes of the Unity 
of the Divine Nature, cannot (I ſpeak as it re- 
gards human apprehenſion) be otherwiſe in- 
ferior than in the idea of order. A ſubordinate 
God, if by that term be meant one in any | 
other ſenſe inferior, cannot of neceſſity. parti- 
cipate the Divine Nature. But I forbear all 
diſquiſition on the foot of reaſon upon a prin- 
ciple already laid down, and in which T have 
the explicit concurrence of this learned Au- 
thor, Who ſays juſtly, 66 the whole of the 
matter upon ſubjects of this nature will turn 
ec upon this ſingle queſtion, © Ts the doctrine, 
« or is it not, a communication from God 
To give this queſtion a ſolution founded on 
the fulleſt inquiry, it would be requiſite to 
enter upon an examination of the whole of 
divine Revelation. For although it will not be 
expected that the notices of this ſubject ſnould 
either be ſo obvious, or ſo frequent, in the 
books of the Old Teſtament as in thoſe of the 
New; yet the learned have always found in 
them, what have been conſidered as no ob- 
ſcure arguments for the truth of this doc- 

de rafts 1 * 

* P. 138. 

The 


[9] 
The Goſpels would next claim our conſi- 
deration, with a view particularly to the lan- 


guage and converſation of our Lord, in thoſe 
paſſages where he is induced to aſſert the 


Prog Divinity of his nature 


Then would follow an attention to the 
writings of the Apoſtles; from whom it may 
be expected, that the nn . true, "wn. 
be more explicitly delivered.” ile 

Our Author's remarks upon ute Nice 
Creed have further made it in ſome ſort ex- 
pedient to examine the writings of the earlier 
Fathers; who at the loweſt muſt be conſi- 


dered as good witneſſes of the doctrine of the 


Primitive Church, in proportion as they lived 
more or leſs near to the time of the Apoſtles. 

It will have occurred, that the ground of 
inquiry thus traced out is too extenſive ſot 
the preſent occaſion : indeed I hope to ſhe , 


that the argument lies in a much leſs com- 


paſs, and may be ſatisfactorily diſcuſſed in the 
examination of a very few paſſages of the New 
Teſtament, from ſome of thoſe even which 


this writer hath produced as moſt favourable 


to his hypotheſis ; and that if we ſhould allow 


the juſtice of his remarks upon the Nicene 


Creed, this Creed would ſtill FG HR. ho . 


tain the ſame doctrine. | 


1 | 410 J 
Ml . 3 1 

Ih In the mean time let it be premiſed, that 
10 


| the very expreſſion, or term, Son, obvioully 
14 unplies, in its proper ſenſe, a natural, not an 
i! occaſional relation, or an acceſſorꝝ title, which 
1 can only be underſtood when the term is ex- 
| N preſsly ſo qualified by other terms of the con- 
| i text, or the known cuenmſanees os the "ep 
|: ject ſo deſcribed, 

i I believe, moreover, I ſhall * Sh 
lj than What will be found ſtritly and. accu- 
wa rately juſt, if I aſſert, that the firſt and obvi · 
* ous ſenſe in all the paſſages of the New Teſ- 
0 tament, wherein our Lord is mentioned as 
Ii Son of God, either directly by: a voice from 
lit Heaven, or by himſelf, or by his Apoſtles, if 
0 L affert, that the firſt and obvious ſenſe of all 


theſe paſſages, except perhaps one only, im- 
plies his, filial relation to the Father, anteced- 
ently. to his incarnation, hen the Word be- 

came fleſh;. paſſages theſe ſo numerous, that, 
uncontradicted and unoppoſed as they are by 
any other parts of Seripture, it may well ſeem 
wonderful, that the ſubje&, conſidered upon 
the evidence of 8 could. ed e a 
queſtion. 

Indeed this r relation PRIOR ſo to 
pervade the whole: of Revelation, that it ap- 
pears to be prefigured, even Typically, as early 
as in the hiſtory of Abraham. For m the 

| Pe | bleſſing 
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 blefling promiſed to this Patriarch a8 8 reward 
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of his ſingular faith and obedience in thy ro- 
poſed facrities, of his Son, it is ſtated ag the 
motive on God's paxt, ** That Abraham. had 
« not. withheld his Son, his anly; Son, ig. der 
as it were to fix the attention of future. Pk 
upon the two leading features in the. geſom: 
blance which Iſaac bore. to their — 
Meſſias, who was to be an only Son, and to 
be offered for a Sacrifice, Let the relation 
ſignified by the Type of an only Som of an 
human Father did not exiſt in the Antitype, 
if that relation be not eſſential to the Son of 
God, and inherent in his nature. And the 
chearſul and ready ſurrender of this anly Son 
made on the part of Abraham, the. very 
ground and motive of his bleſſing, no longer 
typifics that ſtupendous act of mercy, wherein | 
God is ſaid by our Lord, himſelf to have 
given his only - begotten Son , if this only - be- 
gotten Son then fixſt Amed the. ogcaſiqnal 


relation, when he ws teak: 8 fg een 


The Amatrath hems to be convexed, aa 
Gmilar manner, in the Parable of the Vine · 
yard, where the character of the beloved Son ſo 
im 


'* John iii, 16. Henin 
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12 
Jews preſent deprecated the puniſhment due 
to the Murderers, who are there ſaid to have 
killed the Son of this Lord of the Vineyard. 
Yet if our Lord's claim to the relation of Son 
be acceſſory only, the compariſon will neither 
appear obvious nor natural, 

St. Paul, in a ſtile of animation pedale 
eloquent, argues upon the ſame principle, 
from the analogy between the filial relation of 
our Lord to the Father, and that of an hu- 
man Son to an human Fatber. 
He that ſpared not his own Son, how 
« ſhall he not with him alſo freely give us all 
things? Yet the aptneſs and the force of 
this compariſon depend wholly apon a nearer 
affinity in the relation of the Divine Per- 
ſons than will really exiſt, if on the part of 
the Logos, or Word, this relation be fuper- 
induced and taken up'only'contemporaneouſly, 
or nearly ſo, with the Prophetic, the Prieſtly, 
or the Regal character of our Lord. And 
the Apoſtle will hardly ſtand exempted from 
the charge which elſewhere he ſo explicitly, 
and perhaps ironically, diſclaims, of having 
employed © the excelleney of Speech and of 
« Wiſdom" in thus ſtating this topic with more 
1 than in mn bo 
juſtified, br b | 

That 


13 ] 


That the terms Father and Son, as applied 
by our Lord, conveyed to the Jews a natural 
and eſſential relation, is evidently clear from 
their conduct; for we are told, they ſought 
« the more to kill him, not only becauſe he 
© had broken the Sabbath- day, but ſaid alſo, 
* that God was his Father“ ann We 
Gs, E with God f.“ 

But I haſten to what be eder ai 
more direct evidences of the point in queſtion, 
which lie ſo thickly. interſperſed in the writ- 
ings of the New Teſtament, that I am con- 
cerned principally to examine what ſhall pre- 
ſent themſelves moſt obviouſly,” rather than to 
ſelect with a diſcrimination founded i in their 
reſpective weight and importance. . 

The expreſſions, My beloved Son, my 
e beloved Son, in whom I am well pleaſed,” 
«© no man knoweth the Son but — Fa- 
te ther,” „the only begotten Son, which is 
in the boſom of the Father, „the Fa- 
« ther loveth his Son, God ſent his 
« Son,” „God gave his only-begotten Son, 
« the Father ſent his Son, with others too 
numerous to be now recited, do all, in their firſt | 
and obvious import, convey the idea of a na- 


be added more whoſe ſignification, when com- 
5 ners IAION d v Our, | + John v. 18. 
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pared: with the context; cannot be 'othetwiſc 
interpreted, without a manifeſt miſrepreſen- 
tation of the 1 inddntion of 1 4 
ture. | 
Before 1 draw any hrificiond Guan the 
phraſe « only-begottenSon,” 1 ſhould remark 
upon an obſervation of this learned writer, 
that the term only-begotten “ is never applied 
in Scripture to the Word, or Logos; that is, 
1 — he —— > a 
tten Logos, or Word. 

| = To obviate any concluſion. which this obs 
ſervation can be ſuppoſed to ſerve, let it be 
conſidered, that the terms Word, or Logos, 
and Son, applied to the ſecond: perſon of the 
Holy Trinity, are both relative; that they in- 
dicate different relations, to God, and the 
Father; that theſe relations have no apparent 
affinity to each other, though inherent in the 
ſame ſubject; ſo that it may well bear a 
doubt, how far the phraſe, only- begotten 
„% Word,” however familiar to later writers, be 
ſtrictly juſt and proper: that of theſe rela- 
tions, that of Son is that under which our Re- 
deemer is repreſented to us; that this relation 
affords an argument, which could not be 
ro On" with 2 —— un the 
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relation which the Word, or Logos, has to 
God]; an argument of God's love to us, -whb 
<< ſpared not his 'own Son, who gave his be- 
* gotten Son for us; and that in the very 
chapter in which the Word, or Logos, is in- 
troduced as a Divine Perſon with God and 
very God, the Glory of this Word, or Logos, 
and the Glory of the only-begotten art repre- 
ſented as one; where alſo the only-begotten 
Son is repreſented as being in the boſom of 
the Father; in expreſſion apparently aſſigning 
to him an equal rank and dignity with tlie 


d For if we could ſuppoſe the phraſe, 

«© who is in the boſom of the Father, not to 
inniply his eternal exiſtence with God, but 
firaply an intimacy of council, yet that inti- 
Macy of council with the Father is more ob- 


viouſly derivable from the effential relation of 
an only-begotten Son, as he is here called, 


than from the Incarnation of the Logds, or 
The language of our Lord's final prayer 
before his ſufferings, in the 17th of St. John's 
Goſpel, conveys throughout evidences of _ 
Eternal Generation of the Son. 
The words here are,“ Father, geity thy on, 
« glorify thou me with thine on ſelf, with 


de glory which I had with thee before the 


„ world 
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% whom. thou haſt given me, be with me 
« where I am, that they may behold my glory 
„ which thou haſt given (or gaveſt) me; for 
« thou lovedſt me before the 8 of 
„ the world.“ 


Now the terms, Father, repeatedly . 


uſed, © glorify me with thine own ſelf, for 


thou lovedſt me, before the world was, 


before the foundation of the world, compared 
with the terms elſewhere uſed, © only Son, be- 
loved Son, only-begotten Son,” muſt loſe all 
obvious ſignification and import, ſingly and in 
conſtruction, with thoſe, who do not collect 


from them the relation of Son antecedent to 
our Lord's incarnation; a doctrine which 


need not, and in truth cannot be avoided, or 
concealed, or given up, leſt Arians make an 
undue advantage of it: for if they do this, 


they muſt do it in neglect, or by the mani- 
feſt perverſion, of the whole tenor of ny 
ture. 

Again, 1n the firſt chapter of the Epiſtle to 
the Hebrews, the eternal Sonſhip of our Lord 


is ſo obviouſly implied throughout, and ſo 


clearly aſſerted in, ſome places, that nothing 
but too eager an anxiety to reconcile fup- 


poſed difficulties, and a deſire to ſimplify the 
ſubject matter of Revelation, in order to ren- 


der 


* 


* 2 


6 


— 


ww TX F353. es AE Cx : ii JAE... 3 


connected an gument. 


17 
der it a more ręady object of belief, the im- 
propriety of which conduct no one diſclaims 
more decidedly, | or more ably, than our Au- 
thor, could induce any one ſo well diſpoſed to 
the general Marine of Revelation thus to 
overlook the plain and obvious ſenſe; of fo 
The Son of God i is 
there ſald to have made the worlds, and, in 


- reference to this eſſential relation to the Fa- 


ther, to be * the brightneſs of God's glory, and 
« the 1 image 0 of his ſubſtance.” He is there called 
the firſt-bory : the dignity of his filial rela- 
tion is ſtated as the ground of his preference 
to Angels, of whom it is faid, Let the An- 
els of God worſhip him. But © unto the 
on,” the Holy Sint iscited as ſaying, Thy | 
0 3 O God, endureth for ever.” Again, 
4. Thou, Lord, haſt laid the foundation of the 
« earth ;" agreeably to what our Lord himſelf 
hath ald in his final addreſs to the Father, 


where he ſpeaks of the Glory, which the Fa- 


ther gave him 60 before the foundation of the 
" world,” 

But to invalidate the force of one term in 
this chapter, it is ſaid, that the word firſt- 
born & ſignifies ſometimes eminence and dif- 
dib 7 nf en of birth. If this 
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be granted, 55 cannot at leaſt be r 

this place, nor indeed in any, where the me- 
taphor is not explained by the context or 
the ſubject- matter. Nay, if it could be 
proved to be figurative in that remarkable 
paſſage of the Epiſtle to the Coloffians, * firſt- 
born of every creature , it could only then 
be conſtrued, eminent * 15 every thing cre - 
ated: for it there follows, for all things are 
created by him and for him, and he is before 
all things; ſo that this eminence, or diſtinc- 
tion, muſt here include not only priority of 
rank, but of time, or birth alſo, And when, in 
the ſubſequent verſes, he is called © the firſt- 
« born from the dead; the phraſe, though, 
figurative, conveys a realpriority of time; for he 
was truly the firſt, or firſt-born of thoſe wha 
were to die no more. The two latter, there- 
fore, of the three places quated, admit of a 
real and true priority of time ; and the firſt, 
that in the firſt chapter of the Epiſtle to the 
Hebrews, is that wherein it is ſaid, When 


he bringeth in the firſt- begotten into the 


« world+,” that is, when he who before had the 
relation of firſt-begotten, was made incarnate 
in the world. 

Once more : If St. Paul, in this Epiſtle | to 
the Coloſſians, ſays, all things were created 


+ Eayayy TeuTroTOrOr. 
by 
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[ 19 ] 


by him, the firſt- born, St. John FRE all 
things were made by him, the Word, or 
Logos. The firſt-born, therefore, and the 
Word, were the ſame one exiſtence before 
the foundation of the world. But the Word 
was God, and with God: the firſt - born 

+ therefore, was God, and with God: the firſt- 
born was therefore contemporary, if I may ſo 
ſpeak, with the Word and with Gd. 

Again: The Word was God; the firſt· born, 
or Son, therefore, here mentioned by St. Paul, 
was God; and therefore in the beginning, 
or from all eternity, God, and Son of God. 

I will now ſubmit to your conſideration a 
ſhort remark upon the only paſſage of Scrip- 

ture, which, ſo far as I know, could give any 
ke of poſitive or direct ſupport to our 
Author's bypotheſis. 

It is that containing the Annuncjation to 
the Virgin Mary by the Angel. * The Holy 
« Ghoſt ſhall come upon thee, ad the power 
« of the Higheſt ſhall overſhadow thee ; 
i therefore alſo that Holy thing which ſhall 
ee be born of thee, ſhall be called the Son of 

& God. mT. 

I have, 1 truſt, already ſhewn, that our 
Lord had a prior claim to the title of the Son 
of God; a claim to it in an higher and more 
proper ſenſe of that relation, than can be de- 
x gm. : duced 


— 


| 
| 


[ % J 
duced from the incartatidn of the Wer, br 
Logs, by the otiception of the "0 


ary 
Now the reaſon affi gned för this Genen - 
nation by the Angel to the Virgi in, Ad bs 
ſuppo ;ed to exclude another, r ellentialty 
roper, though it did nöt ſcem good to Di. 
ine Wiſdom to declare it on this occafion, 
It is ſufficient that the reaſon g given V Was Call- 
culated to ſatisfy the in quities 57 the Virgin, 
and delivered i terns fate te 6 the appre- 
henfion. - „ 
St. Luke, in the very g 5 dale of Chu, 


| calls Adim likewiſe the Son of God, in a 


ſenſe obvious enough, yet figurative. In a 
ſenſe very ſimilar, does the Angel here ſay 
of Chriſt, that he ſhall be called the Son a 
God; . becauſe he was to derive his human 
Store | in a peculiar manner from God, and 
be made man by means Which were enn 
tural. 

He who would give a Wenge or an 
higher ſenſe to the denomination here uſtd, 
muſt allow the point which our Author 
means to deny, that one eſſentially related to 
God, as Son, was born of the Virgin; which 
is the true doctrine, though not, 1 TY 
deducible from this place. 


n | a 
There 
6 ; * 


* ] 

There is Ukewiſe a paſſage In the ® firſt 
to the Ootitithians, the fuppoſed dif- 

ficulty of Which Would, it is apprehended, be 
much relieved by the Hypotheſis here oppoſed ; 
a paffage which ſeems to have had its influthce 
in Confrrring, or perhaps in borming, the _ 
nion of this leathi& Writer. I | 
It is, “ then hall the Son alfo be Kubjett 
«unto Hith thut put all things under Him, 
% that God fnay be all in all + :” ſhall be 
ſudject, or Mall TabjeRt himfelf, that is, mall 
furrendet His Mediatorial office, and kings 
dom, with all its power; in allufion pro- 
bably to the very words uſed dy bur Lord, of 
his: fedtatorlal power. “ The Father loveth 

„the Bon, and bath given all füge into bi 

c Banu. N 
Bat dere the Ufculty ef this paſſage 
greater Man it appears to be, the interpreta- 
tion'propoſed, However fitisfactory it might 
ſeem in this place, would de ill purchaſtd by 
a ſcheme which would involve the whole 
fubſtatice of the New Teſtament in diffi- 
culties the moſt 
againſt the decided judgment of the Catholic 
Church, Rom the earlieſt ages to o che preſent 
cube l 
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For 


: and that, 


. 66 
For the Nicene Creed, how little ſoever 


may be the degree of credit which the learned 


Author gives to Euſebius's copy of it, con- 
taining the clauſe © begotten of his Father 
before all worlds, mill notwithſtanding, 
carry upon the face of it the univerſal con- 
ſent of the Churches in which it has been 
thus received. And the clauſe itſelf, whe- 
ther inſerted. or not by the Council of Nice, 
as it is evidently borrowed from Creeds more 
antient, will be a ſtrong ground of preſump- 
tion that it contains the faith of the more 
primitive Churches. 

Nay this Creed, as it is alledged to have 
been preſented and ſanctioned by that Coun- 
cil without this clauſe, will indiſputably ſtill 
convey the ſame doctrine; for it is clearly 


the Divine nature of our Lord, before his 


incarnation, which is there thus deſcribed. 
e And in one Lord Jeſus Chriſt, the Son of 
God, born of the Father, only begotten, 
* that is, of the ſubſtance of the F ather, God 
« of God, light of light, very God of very 
God, begotten, not made, conſubſtantial 
« with the Father, by whom all things were 
made; then follows, who for us men 
« and for our ſalvation deſcended, was in- 
« carnate, and made man, &c. So that 
from this Creed alone, without the clauſe in 

queſtion, 


[ 23 1 

queſtion, without an appeal to former Creeds, 
or to the teſtimony of the earlier Fathers, we 
may ſafely preſume that the doctrine of 
Chriſt's eternal generation was an article in 
the faith of the earlieſt Churches. 
If I have ſatisfactorily proved that it is 
clearly and neceſſarily the doctrine of Scrip- 
ture, I ſhall now be allowed to make the con- 
cluſion, that as the relation of Son in the 
Godhead implies of neceſſity derivation and 
ſubordination, that deri vation and ſubordina- 
tion muſt be conſiſtent with what the Serip- 
tures elſewhere aſſert of the real and true 
Divinity of the Son, and of his W of Na- 
ture with the Father. 
Nor is there any difficulty in admitting the 
eternal generation of the Son, which does not 
attach as cloſely to the idea of an eternal Word, 
or Logos; for no poſſible idea can be affixed to 
the uſe of the term Logos, which was in the 
beginning, and which was with God; and 
«© which was God,” which does not, and has 
not reſted in the expreſſions Verbum, or Ratio, 
or Sapientia, the Word, or the Reaſon, or the 
Wiſdom of God. But the idea contained 
in any of theſe terms, if admitted, according 
to human conception imphes a derived exiſt- 
ence or relation. And herein exactly is the 
force of the myſtery. If the terms Father, 

Son, 


t 4] 

Son, the divine Logos, Word, Wiſd®mz.and 
ſuch like, when applied to the firſt and ſecond 
Perſons in the Holy Trinity, convey Ok 
analogous to the ordinary ſenſe of thoſe words 
they convey no revelation at all; if carried 
to the full extent of what the terms ſignify 
when applied to human nature, they will con- 
vey, what the firſt principles of Reaſon and 
Revelation tell us cannot. be true of the God- 
head, as well as what exprefily contradicts 
thoſe other paſſages of Scripture, wherein we 
lcarn, that the Logos, or Word, is coexiſtent 
and conſubſtantial with God: and that the 
Son is that Logos, and therefore coexiſtent 
and conſubſtantial with the Father. Conſe- 

quently the analogy pointed aut by theſe 
terms can apply, and on the authority of 
Scripture does apply, in common to the hu- 
man and divine nature in a limited degree, 
and ſo far only as will admit the derived rela- 
tion of a Son, and the Word, to be conſiſtent 
with an equality and co-exiſtence of nature 
with God and the Father. | 

To carry an analogy, declared by Reyela- 

tion, beyond the clear and expreſs terms af 
Scripture, is preſumptuous, and can only, 
upon a ſubject above our comprehenſion, lead 
to error, embarraſſment, and contradiction ; 


whilſt to exclude, or limit any relations in 
| the 


t 


the Perſons of the Godhead expreſſed, or con- 
veyed to us in the clear ſignification of Scrip- 
ture language, becauſe we do not, or cannot 
fully comprehend them, with a view to render 
them eaſier to our conception, is to contract 
the ſubject- matter of Revelation, and therefore 
cannot be leſs improper; conſequences theſe, 
on either ſide, which can only be avoided by 


a ſtrict regard and patient adherence to what 
is WRITTEN. 


THE END, 
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